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SUMMARY OF EXAMINER INTERVIEW 

Applicants would like to thank the Examiner for granting an interview on October 
22, 2008. Applicants discussed proposed amendments to claims 1, 6, 7, 17 and 20, the prior art 
of record (specifically the White and Coffman references) and the outstanding rejections. No 
agreement on the claims was reached, although Applicants agreed to submit Jimendments to 
clarify the claims. 



3180924v2 



Page 9 of 19 



AppUcation No. 10/684,834 CRNL 110144 

Response Filed 12/22/08 

Reply to Office Action of 07/22/2008 

REMARKS 

The Final Office Action mailed July 22, 2008, has been received and reviewed. 
Each of claims 1-7 and 9-25 stands rejected. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6-7, 9, 11-17, 20-22, and 24 have 
been amended herein. Care has been exercised to introduce no new subject matter. 
Reconsideration of the above-identified application in view of the above amendments and the 
following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Rejections based on 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claim 6 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. More particularly, the phrase "recognized by the machine 
readable identifier" is stated to be ambiguous as to which identifier is being referred to. Claim 6 
has been amended herein to correct the ambiguity identified in the Office Action. More 
specifically, Applicants have changed "recognized by the machine-readable identifier" to 
"recognized by the patient machine-readable identifier." 

Applicants respectfully submit that the amendment overcomes the 35 U.S.C. § 
112, second paragraph, rejection of claim 6 and respectfully request withdrawal thereof. 

Rejections based on 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Title 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) declares, a patent shall not issue when "the differences 
between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains." The Supreme Court in Graham v. 
John Deere counseled that an obviousness determination is made by identifying: the scope and 
content of the prior art; the level of ordinary skill in the prior art; the differences between the 

3180924v2 Page 10 of 19 



AppUcation No. 10/684,834 CRNL 110144 

Response Filed 12/22/08 

Reply to Office Action of 07/22/2008 

claimed invention and prior art references; and secondary considerations. Graham v. John Deere 
Co., 383 U.S. 1 (1966). 

To support a finding of obviousness, the initial burden is on the Office to apply 
the framework outlined in Graham and to provide some reason, suggestion, or motivation found 
either in the prior art references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the prior art reference or to combine prior art reference 
teachings to produce the claimed invention. See, Application of Bergel, 292 F. 2d 955, 956-957 
(1961). Thus, in order "[t]o establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must 
be met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves 
or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference 
or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success [in 
combining the references]. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must 
teach or suggest all the claim limitations." See MPEP § 2143. Recently, the Supreme Court 
elaborated, at pages 13-14 of KSR, it will be necessary for [the Office] to look at interrelated 
teachings of multiple [prior art references]; the effects of demands known to the design 
community or present in the marketplace; and the background knowledge possessed by [one of] 
ordinary skill in the art, all in order to determine whether there was an apparent reason to 
combine the known elements in the fashion claimed by the [patent application]." KSR v. Teleflex, 
127 S. Ct. 1727 (2007). 

Claims 1-7 and 9-25 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over White et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,519,569, hereinafter the "White reference") in 
view of Coffman, et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2001/0044731, hereinafter the "Coffman 
reference"). Claims 1, 2, 4, 6-7, 9, 11-17, 20-22, and 24 have been amended to more clearly set 
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forth the claimed subject matter. As the asserted combination of references fails to teach or 
suggest all of the limitations set forth in the amended cMms, Applicjints respectfully traverse 
these rejections as hereinafter set forth. 

Amended independent claim 1 sets forth a system for managing patient care. The 
system comprises a caregiver portable information device having an identifier recognition 
mechanism and having an interactive user interface configured to display a patient task list and 
receive selection of a task from the patient task list, a patient machine readable identifier, and a 
central information system including patient records comprising treatment history and orders 
entered by a physician for treatment of an identified patient. The patient task list is displayed on 
the interactive user interface on the caregiver portable information device such that a caregiver 
may select the task from the task list , which is determined from the orders for the identified 
patient and is automatically displayed on the caregiver portable information device upon 
recognition of the patient machine readable identifier. 

It is respectfully submitted that neither the White reference nor the Coffman 
reference, whether taken alone or in combination, teaches or suggests, all of the elements of the 
system of amended claim 1. hi particular, the cited references fail to teach or suggest a caregiver 
portable information device capable of displaying an interactive user interface through which a 
caregiver may select a task from a displayed patient task list. 

On the contrary, the White reference describes a medical infusion pump system 
with a bar code reader. The method described in the White reference includes a nurse scanning 
the nurse's ID, scanning a patient ID, and scanning a pharmaceutical fluid container. If the nurse 
is authorized, the patient is correct, and the medication is correct, the medical infusion pump 
system will control the distribution of the contents of the pharmaceutical fluid container to the 
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patient. In contrast to the system described in the White reference, the system recited in 
amended independent claim 1 comprises a caregiver portable information device rather than a 
patient-specific device (the infusion pump) that remains with a particular patient. The caregiver 
portable information device of amended independent claim 1 includes an interactive user 
interface configured to display a patient task list and receive selection of a task from the 
displayed patient task list . The system described in the White reference does not include an 
interactive user interface. Also, no patient task list is displayed, and the system of the White 
reference is not capable of receiving a task selection from a displayed task list by a caregiver, as 
recited in amended independent claim 1. 

The Coffman reference describes a system and method for communicating and 
validating patient information, including medication delivery information, in a care-giving 
facility. The system of the Coffman reference includes a centralized control system, a medical 
transaction carrier (MTC), and a patient-specific device. Patient information is taken from the 
centralized system, stored on the MTC, and delivered to the patient-specific device. The 
Coffman reference describes the MTC as possibly being a PDA, a laptop, a smart card, a 
BLUETOOTH transceiver, or other device capable of storing information and transporting the 
information from a location where medications are prepared to the patient's bedside. See 
Coffman reference at [0016]. 

In contrast to Applicants' claimed system, the Coffman reference does not 
describe a caregiver portable information device capable of displaying an interactive user 
interface through which a caregiver may select a task from a patient task list. The MTC 
described in the Coffman reference does not include the capability to display an interactive user 
interface through which a caregiver may select a task from a patient task hst. The MTC is used 
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solely for data storage purposes. While the Examiner has asserted in the Examiner interview of 
October 22, 2008, that two examples of the MTC described in the Coffman reference, the PDA 
and the laptop, inherently have user interfaces, it is respectfully submitted that the Coffman 
reference does not describe an interactive user interface configured to display a patient task list 
and receive a task selection from a caregiver. Applicants' claimed user interface functionality is 
beyond any inherent user interface capabilities of either a PDA or a laptop. 

Neither the White reference nor the Coffman reference teaches or suggests the 
system components recited in claim 1 and discussed above — in particular, a caregiver portable 
information device capable of displaying an interactive user interface through which a caregiver 
may select a task from a patient task list. Because the asserted combination of the White and 
Coffman references fails to teach or suggest all of the limitations set forth in amended 
independent claim 1, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejection 
thereof. Dependent claims 2-5 depend directly from currently amended independent claim 1, 
which is submitted to be allowable for at least the reasons discussed above. As such, the asserted 
combination of the White and Coffman references fails to describe or suggest all of the 
limitations of dependent claims 2-5 for at least the above-cited reasons. Therefore, withdrawal 
of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 2-5 is respectfully requested as well. 
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Independent claim 6, as amended herein, sets forth a computer-implemented 
method for managing patient care. The method comprises recognizing a patient machine- 
readable identifier and recognizing a medication machine-readable identifier. The method 
further comprises accessing a task list for the patient recognized by the patient machine-readable 
identifier from a central information system, the task list being determined from orders entered 
by a physician for treatment of the identified patient. The task list is accessed via an interactive 
user interface configured to display the patient task list and receive a task selection from a 
caregiver . The method further comprises determining if the medication identified by the 
medication machine-readable identifier matches with a medication from the task list and 
displaying a warning on a caregiver portable information device if the medication identified by 
the medication machine-readable identifier does not match with a medication from the task list. 

As discussed in greater detail above, neither the White reference nor the Coffman 
reference, whether taken alone or in combination, teaches or suggests "accessing a task list . . . 
wherein the task list is accessed via an interactive user interface configured to display the patient 
task list and receive a task selection from a caregiver ." as recited in amended independent claim 
6. Because the asserted combination of the White and Coffman references fails to teach or 
suggest all of the limitations set forth in amended independent claim 6, Applicants respectfully 
request withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection thereof. Dependent claims 7 and 9-16 
depend either directly or indirectly from currently amended independent claim 6, which is 
submitted to be allowable for at least the reasons discussed above. As such, the asserted 
combination of the White reference and the Coffman reference fails to teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of dependent claims 7 and 9-16 for at least the above-cited reasons. Therefore, 
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withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 7 and 9-16 is respectfully requested as 
well. 

Amended independent claim 17 sets forth a task-based system for managing 
patient care. The system comprises a central information system having a database including 
patient records comprising a patient task list determined from orders for an identified patient, 
wherein the patient task list may be updated in real-time based on one or more changes to the 
orders for the identified patient by a physician. The system further comprises a patient identifier 
for identifying a patient and a caregiver portable information device having tools for reading the 
patient identifier and accessing the central information system to obtain an updated patient task 
list for the identified patient. The system further includes an interactive user interface displayed 
on the caregiver portable information device and configured such that a caregiver may select a 
task from the patient task list and record the selected task on the caregiver portable information 
device, wherein the interactive user interface displays the patient task list automatically upon 
recognition of the patient identifier by the caregiver portable information device. 

As discussed in greater detail above, neither the White reference nor the Coffman 
reference, whether taken alone or in combination, teaches or suggests a caregiver portable 
information device capable of displaying an interactive user interface having a patient task list 
through which a caregiver may select a task from the patient task list . Because the asserted 
combination of the White and Coffman references fails to teach or suggest all of the limitations 
set forth in amended independent claim 17. Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection thereof. Dependent claims 18-19 depend directly from currently 
amended independent claim 17, which is submitted to be allowable for at least the reasons 
discussed above. As such, the asserted combination of the White and Coffman references fails to 
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teach or suggest all of the limitations of dependent claims 18-19 for at least the above-cited 
reasons. Therefore, withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 18-19 is 
respectfully requested as well. 

Amended independent claim 20 sets forth a computer-implemented method for 
recording tasks performed by a caregiver. The method comprises receiving a caregiver identifier 
and a patient identifier from a caregiver portable information device and generating a task list for 
the identified caregiver and the identified patient from patient records, the patient records 
comprising treatment history and orders entered by a physician for treatment of an identified 
patient. The method further comprises automatically displaying the task list on an interactive 
user interface on the caregiver portable information device, the interactive user interface 
configured to display the patient task list and receive a task selection from the identified 
caregiver . The method further comprises receiving results of one or more tasks from the task list 
performed for the identified patient and recording performance of the one or more tasks from the 
task list. 

As discussed in greater detail above, neither the White reference nor Coffman 
reference, whether taken alone or in combination, teaches or suggests automatically displaying a 
task list on an interactive user interface on the caregiver portable information device, the 
interactive user interface configured to display the patient task list and receive a task selection 
from a caregiver , as recited in independent claim 20. Because the asserted combination of the 
White and Coffman references fails to teach or suggest all of the limitations set forth in amended 
independent claim 20, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
rejection thereof. Dependent claims 21-25 depend either directly or indirectly from currently 
amended independent claim 20, which is submitted to be allowable for at least the reasons 
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discussed above. As such, the asserted combination of the White and Coffman references fails to 
teach or suggest all of the limitations of dependent claims 21-25 for at least the above-cited 
reasons. Therefore, withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 21-25 is 

respectfully requested as well. 
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CONCLUSION 



For at least the reasons stated above, cMms 1-7 and 9-25 £ire now in condition for 
allowance. Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the pending rejections and allowance 
of the claims. If any issues remain that would prevent issuance of this application, the Examiner 
is urged to contact the undersigned - 816-474-6550 or twiUielm@shb.com (such communication 
via email is herein expressly granted) - to resolve the same. The Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge any amount required to Deposit Account No. 19-2112, referencing attorney 
docket number CRNI.l 10144. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/TAWNI L. WILHELM/ 

Tawni L. Wilhelm 
Reg. No. 47,456 

TLB/CDN/tq 

SHOOK, HARDY & BACON L.L.P. 

2555 Grand Blvd. 

Kansas City, MO 64108-2613 

816-474-6550 
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